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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO

SAFARIS UNLIMITED, LLC, a
Georgia Limited Liability Company,

)
)

Plaintiff-Respondent,

)
)
)

vs.

)
)
)

MIKE VON JONES,
Defendant-Appellant.

Supreme Court No. 42614

)
)

APPELLANT'S REPLY BRIEF

Appeal from the District Court of the Fifth Judicial District for Twin Falls County.
Honorable Randy J. Stoker, District Judge, presiding
Jeffrey E. Rolig
JEFFREY E. ROLIG, P.C.
195 River Vista Pl., Ste. 306
P.O. Box 5455
Twin Falls, ID 83301
Attorney for Appellant
David W. Gadd
WORST, FITZGERALD & STOVER, PLLC
905 Shoshone ST. N.
P.O. Box 1428
Twin Falls, ID 83301
Attorneys for Respondent

1.

HHK was the contracting party with Jones. When all is said and

done, it seems clear that Safaris Unlimited does not really dispute that Jones
contracted with HHK for the 2012 safari, just as he had done in prior years. Instead,
they assert that a second contract came into existence, and that is what they are suing
on. This asserted "contract," however, is just a paper labeled "Invoice" acknowledging
the animals Jones hunted and the charges for the hunt. R. p. 49.

Admittedly, such a

document has some value, as it precludes later issues about what animals were
actually hunted and taken. That in itself does not create a new contractual relationship
where none existed before.
To reiterate what was said previously, there was no contract between
Jones and Safaris Unlimited..

Respondent relies upon the case of Sirius LC v.

Erickson, 144 Idaho 38, 42, 156 P.3d 539 (2007) for the proposition that the
consideration supplied by HHK would support respondent's claim on its "Invoice."
However, the case does not support respondent's position. In Sirius, the plaintiff was
the owner and promisee of a promissory note on which he filed suit. The Court ruled
that the promissory note could be enforced as a common law contract, supported by
consideration supplied by another party. In the case at bar, there simply is no contract
between Safaris Unlimited and Jones upon which it can sue. The Invoice upon which
Respondent purports to sue is just that. It is not a contract. It contains no contractual
language, much less a promise to pay. The contract was between Jones and HHK.
The fact is, Safaris Unlimited was and is just a billing agent for HHK.
Jones did not have a contract with them. Accordingly, he should have been allowed to
offset the bill presented by Safaris Unlimited with the damages caused to him by HHK.
Regardless of whether Safaris Unlimited is subject to the provisions of the Idaho
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Collection Agency Act, Safaris Unlimited is simply acting as a debt collector for HHK for
the transaction in question.
2.

No Course of Dealing Made Jones Liable to Safaris Unlimited.

Respondent cites Pocatello Hosp., LLC v. Quail Ridge Medical Investor, LLC, 330 P.3d
1067, 156 Idaho 709 (Idaho 2014) for the notion that through a course of dealing, Jones
knew that he was supposed to pay Safaris Unlimited for the 2012 hunt, and that made
him contractually liable to Safaris for the HHK hunt.

However, that case does not

support Respondent's position. The Court said:
We first consider Quail Ridge's argument that PMC's repeated failure to seek a
rent increase from 1983 to 2009 constituted a course of dealing that should have
been considered when deciding the intent of the parties under section 1.3(b) of
the Lease. A course of dealing is a pattern of conduct between the parties that
may be used as evidence of how the parties intended the contract to be
interpreted; it is evidence of the construction the parties placed on the language
of the contract. See, e.g., I.C. § 28-1-303(b) (general rules for Uniform
Commercial Code); City of Meridian v. Petra Inc., 154 Idaho 425, 439, 299 P.3d
232, 246 (2013). The lack of rent adjustments does not provide insight into how
the parties interpreted the language of section 1.3(b), as the parties had never
applied the language at issue. In the absence of an application of section 1.3(b),
there is simply no inference to be drawn as to how the parties construed this
language.
Similarly, for prior hunts, Jones had not sought to raise issues with the
HHK hunts, so there was no issue of whether Safaris Unlimited was somehow the
contracting party with Jones. He simply paid them as the billing agent for HHK. There
was no course of dealing that aids the Respondent in this case.

3.

No Assignment of the Debt. There is nothing in the record to even

suggest that the debt owed for the hunt with HHK was assigned to Safaris Unlimited,
and Respondent does not seem to be suggesting that it was.
4.

What Safaris Unlimited or HHK Can do with the Tusks Does Not

Affect Jones' Claim For Damages and an Offset. Respondent argues that it cannot sell
the tusks that belong to Jones, so he has no claim for their value. However, whether or
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not the tusks have commercial value to HHK or Safaris is not the issue. The tusks and
other trophies he hunted have value to Jones. He stated his opinion of the value of the
ivory in the tusks, which he is allowed to do as the owner of the property.

It is well

recognized in Idaho that the owner of property is presumed to be familiar with its value,
by reason of inquiries, comparisons, purchases and sales, with the weight of such
testimony to be determined by cross examination and the basis for the owner's
knowledge and opinion. Brazier v. Brazier, 111 Idaho 692, 726 P.2d 1143, (Idaho App.
1986); Bancroft v. Smith, 80 Idaho 63, 323 P.2d 879 (1958). The value of the ivory of
which he has been deprived is a very legitimate offset to the bill for the HHK safari.

5.

Conclusion. Appellant Mike Jones respectfully urges that summary

judgment was improvidently granted due to numerous factual issues and the trial court's
error in not allowing Jones to assert his offsets against what in reality is a charge of
HHK for the 2012 safari.
DATED this _ _ day of April, 2015.
JEFFREY E. ROLIG, P.C.
By: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Jeffrey E. Rolig
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